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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendment filed on September 1 4, 2007. 

2. Claims 1-33 have been examined. 

Response to Amendments 

3. Per Applicants' request, claims 1,13, 23, and 33 have been amended and claim 34 
has been canceled. 

4. The objection to the abstract is withdrawn in view of Applicants' amendments. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

5. The Office acknowledges receipt of two Information Disclosure Statements filed on 
September 20, 2007. They have been placed in the application file and the information 
referred to therein has been considered by the examiner. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicants' arguments have been fully considered. However, they are not persuasive. 

a) Claim rejections - 35 USC 101 (Remarks, page 10): 

From the record, claims 1-12 and 33 have been rejected "...because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter: 'A system to provide a software debugging 
environment...'. 

They amount to Functional Descriptive Material: "Data Structures" representing 
descriptive material per se or "Computer Programs" representing computer listings per se" - 
see previous Office action mailed May 1 5, 2007, pp. 3-4. 

In the instant amendment, the Applicants amended the term "A system" to "A 
computer-enabled system", which still amounts to "Functional Descriptive Material: 
'Data Structures" representing descriptive material per se or 'Computer Programs' 
representing computer listings per se". 

Accordingly, the examiner respectfully maintains the 35 USC 101 rejection over 
claims 1-12 and 33. 
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b) Claim rejections - 35 USC 102/103 overclaims 1-33 (Remarks, pp. 10-11): 
The limitations "at least one abstract view capable of displaying and/or editing at 
least one abstract content of the at least one data structure, wherein the abstract 
content of the at least one data structure constitutes attributes rather than physical 
structures used to represent the abstract content 1 (e.g., claim 1, lines 4-7, emphasis 
added). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicants' assertions. In the 
specification, the Applicants clearly defined: 

"...In these cases, when a developer encounters a 
debugging problem in executing a software program, they are 
sometimes more interested in investigating the abstract contents of 
the data structures, i.e., the attributes of their interests during the 
execution of the software program, rather than the physical 
structures used to represent the abstract contents ... In the 
debugger, the developer might wish to see the list of items and 
their attributes (e.g., quantity, price, description )" (page 1 , [0005], 
lines 3-12); and 

"Attributes, including name, value , etc." (page 9, [0040], 

line 9). 

In light of the originally filed disclosure (i.e., abstract content constitutes 
attributes, which may be any description such as name, value , emphasis added), 
Spencer also explicitly teaches the claimed limitations: 

at least one abstract view capable of displaying and/or editing at least one 
abstract content of the at least one data structure (e.g., FIG. 3, Autos window 310, 
Locals window 320, Watch window 330 with attributes of at least one data structure, 
[0040-0045]), 

wherein the abstract content of the at least one data structure constitutes 
attributes rather than physical structures used to represent the abstract content (e.g., 
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FIG. 4, expanded windows 312 and 314, which can contain graphical visuals, names, 
text as expandable attributes of the at least one data structure, [0046-0049]). 

Accordingly, Applicants are not persuasive and the examiner respectfully 
maintains the 35 USC §102/103 rejections over claims 1-33. 

Claim Objections 

7. As indicated in previous Office action, pp. 2-3, claims 7 and 11 are objected to 
because of minor informalities. Acronyms "XML" and "JSP" should be spelled out at the 
first appearance in claims. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 1 01 

8. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

8. As indicated in previous Office action, pp. 3-4, claims 1-12 and 33 are rejected 
because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter: "A computer- 
enabled system to provide a software debugging environment 

They amount to Functional Descriptive Material: "Data Structures" representing 
descriptive material per se or "Computer Programs" representing computer listings per 
se. 

Data structures not claimed as embodied in computer-readable media are 
descriptive material per se and are not statutory because they are not capable of 
causing functional change in the computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 
USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure per se held nonstatutory). Such claimed data 
structures do not define any structural and functional interrelationships between the 
data structure and other claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data 
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structure's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium 
encoded with a data structure defines structural and functional interrelationships 
between the data structure and the computer software and hardware components which 
permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. 

Similarly, computer programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., the 
descriptions or expressions of the programs, are not physical "things." They are neither 
computer components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. 
Such claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional 
interrelationships between the computer program and other claimed elements of a 
computer which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized. In contrast, 
a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a computer program is a computer 
element which defines structural and functional interrelationships between the computer 
program and the rest of the computer which permit the computer program's functionality 
to be realized, and is thus statutory. See Lowry, 32 F.3d at 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 
1035. Accordingly, it is important to distinguish claims that define descriptive material 
per se from claims that define statutory inventions. See MPEP 2106. 

Under the principles of compact prosecution, claims 1-12 and 33 have been 
examined as the Examiner anticipates the claims will be amended to obviate these 35 
USC § 101 issues. For example, - -A computer-enabled system embodied in a storage 
medium to provide - as disclosed in page 14, [0060]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
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only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

11. Claims 1-6, 8-9, 13-17, 19, 23-27, 29, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Spencer (art of record, US Patent Publication No. 
2005/0278585 A1). 
Claim 1: 

Spencer discloses a computer-enabled system embodied in a storage medium to 
provide a software debugging environment, comprising: 

an executing software program containing at least one data structure (e.g., 
FIG. 4, Code Window 340, program code containing at least one data structure); 

at least one abstract view capable of displaying and/or editing at least one 
abstract content of the at least one data structure (e.g., FIG. 4, Locals Window 320, 
[0044], Autos Window 310, [0043]; FIG. 3, [0040-0045]); 

wherein the abstract content of the at least one data structure constitutes 
attributes rather than physical structures used to represent the abstract content (e.g., 
FIG. 4, [0046-0049]); and 

at least one filter capable of defining a displaying and/or editing property of 
the at least one abstract view {e.g., FIG. 4, Pop-ups 312 and 314, [0046-0049]), 

such property can include at least one of: which of the at least one 
abstract content is displayed, a format in which it is displayed, and how it is edited, (e.g. 
[0049], [0022-0023], [0045]). 

Claim 2: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Spencer also discloses the system is at 
least partially implemented using Java language (e.g., [0021], [0037]). 

Claim 3: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Spencer also discloses at least one 
editor associated with the at least one abstract view capable of at least one of: allowing 
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the at least one abstract content to be modified through the at least one abstract view; 
and validating an input value to the at least one abstract content against an allowed 
value for the at least one abstract content (e.g., [0045]). 

Claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Spencer also discloses the at least one 
abstract view is capable of presenting the at least one abstract content of the at least 
one data structure without showing a physical implementation of the at least one data 
structure (e.g., [0043-0045]). 

Claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Spencer also discloses each of the at 
least one abstract view can be individually selected for display (e.g., [0041 -0042]). 

Claim 6: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Spencer also discloses two or more of 
the at least one abstract view are capable of displaying and/or editing the same one of 
the at least one abstract content without being deadlocked (e.g., [0040]). 

Claim 8: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Spencer also discloses a component 
capable of interactively performing at least one of: selecting a subset of the at least one 
of abstract view for display; and defining the displaying and/or editing property of the at 
least one filter (e.g., [0043-0045]). 

Claim 9: 

The rejection of claim 8 is incorporated. Spencer also discloses the component 
can be realized via an interface to an Integrated Development Environment IDE (e.g., 
0005-0008]). 
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Claims 13-17 and 19: 

Claims 13-17 and 19 are method versions, which recite the same limitations as 
those of claims 1-6 and 8-9, wherein all claimed limitations have been addressed and/or 
set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the limitations of the above 
claims, it also teaches all of the limitations of claims 13-17 and 19. 

Claims 23-27 and 29: 

Claims 13-27 and 29 are machine readable medium versions, which recite the 
same limitations as those of claims 1-6 and 8-9, wherein all claimed limitations have 
been addressed and/or set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the 
limitations of the above claims, it also teaches all of the limitations of claims 23-27 and 
29. 

Claim 33: 

Spencer discloses a computer-enabled system embodied in a storage medium to 
provide a software debugging environment, comprising: 

means for displaying and/or editing at least one abstract content of at least 
one data structure in an executing software program (e.g., [0040-0042]) 

via at least one abstract view (e.g., FIG. 3, [0040-0045]); 

wherein the abstract content of the at least one data structure constitutes 
attributes rather than physical structures used to represent the abstract content (e.g., 
FIG. 4, [0046-0049]); and 

means for defining a displaying and/or editing property of the at least one 
abstract view via at least one filter (e.g., [0046-0049]), 

such property can include at least one of: which of the at least one 
abstract content is displayed, a format in which it is displayed, and how it is edited (e.g., 
[0049], [0022-0023], [0045]). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 7, 10-12, 18, 20-22, 28, and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Spencer in view of Charisius (art of record, US Patent No. 
7,051,316 B2). 

Claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Spencer does not explicitly discloses the 
at least one filter can be defined via configuration information stored in a file, which can 
be an XML file. 

However, in an analogous art, Charisius further discloses the at least one filter 
can be defined via configuration information stored in a file, which can be an XML file 
(e.g., FIG. 51-52, col.42: 10-23; col.44: 15-41). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Charisius' teaching into Spencer's teaching. One 
would have been motivated to do so to provide an improved software development tool 
that crates a graphical representation of source code regardless of the programming 
language in which the code is written as suggested by Charisius (e.g., col.11: 4-11 and 
29-38; col.38: 28-61). 

Claim 10: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Charisius further discloses at least one 
component capable of supporting the debugging of a JSP page and a machine 
generated servlet that implements the JSP page (e.g., FIG. 49, col.38; 44-66). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Charisius' teaching into Spencer's teaching. One 
would have been motivated to do so to as set forth above. 

Claim 11: 

The rejection of claim 10 is incorporated. Charisius further discloses the at least 
one component can perform at least one of: extracting and displaying a code and/or a 
content of interest, and mapping them to a format used in a source code in a JSP page, 
for use with executing a JSP servlet; following an execution path through at least one 
level of redirection using at least one tag; extracting and manipulating a streaming data 
from a content of a buffer used to transmit and receive the streaming data; and setting 
at least one break point in a JSP page and stepping through the execution of the page 
based on the displaying property (e.g., col. 39: 1-54). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Charisius' teaching into Spencer's teaching. One 
would have been motivated to do so to as set forth above. 

Claim 12: 

The rejection of claim 11 is incorporated. Charisius further discloses the 
streaming data can be extracted by inserting a wrapper or "writer" class around the JSP 
servlet (e.g., col.40: 31-66). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Charisius' teaching into Spencer's teaching. One 
would have been motivated to do so to as set forth above. 

Claims 18 and 20-22: 

Claims 18 and 20-22 are method versions, which recite the same limitations as 
those of claims 7 and 10-12, wherein all claimed limitations have been addressed 
and/or set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the limitations of the 
above claims, it also teaches all of the limitations of claims 18 and 20-22. 
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Claims 28 and 30-32: 

Claims 28 and 30-32 are method versions, which recite the same limitations as 
those of claims 7 and 10-12, wherein all claimed limitations have been addressed 
and/or set forth above. Therefore, as the reference teaches all of the limitations of the 
above claims, it also teaches all of the limitations of claims 28 and 30-32. 

Conclusion 

14. Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to examiner Thuy 
Dao (Twee), whose telephone is (571) 272 8570. The examiner can normally be 
reached on every Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday from 6:00AM to 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam, can be reached at (571) 272 3695. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571 ) 273 8300. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature of relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist whose telephone 
number is (571) 272 2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



T. Dao 




supervisor 



